book Jealousy (with Lynn G. Smith) is a standard reference on the topic. He is a pioneer in the sociology of emotions, especially love, jealousy, and envy, and a founding member of the ASA Section on Emotions (1984) . He is a founding member and past-president (1999) of the California Sociological Association. He has appeared on "Donahue," on ABC-TV's "20/20," and on many other radio and television programs from New York City to Anchorage, Alaska. He also writes a column on politics and the environment for the Del Mar Times and four other suburban weeklies. Olivier Trédan is a Research Professor at the University of Rennes 1, France, and member of the search unit Arènes (Rennes 1). His research deals with the history of the Web, the analyses of online practices, and amateur activities on the web.
Jean-François Côté is a Professor of Sociology at
Thorolfur Thorlindsson is a Professor of Sociology at the University of Iceland. His current research focuses on two areas: (1) The multilevel nature of social structure and the role of emergence in group behavior and (2) the relationship of science to policy and practice in health, sport, and the fishing industry. Norman K. Denzin xi Gregory P. Stone's (1921À1981) enduring contribution to sociology rests on the fact that, in his lifetime, American, European, and Asian sociologists recognized his original contributions to the fields of urban sociology, social psychology, and social theory as well as his pioneering work in the sociology of sport. In fact, his path-breaking work in the sociology of sport helped to establish this area as a legitimate domain of social scientific investigation.
SERIES EDITOR'S NOTE
In addition, his contributions to sociologically oriented social psychology both as coeditor of the landmark anthology Social Psychology Through Symbolic Interaction (1970, revised ed. 1981) Stone held teaching positions at the University of Illinois, Michigan State College, the University of Missouri at Columbia, Washington University, St. Louis, and the University of Minnesota, MN, where he spent the bulk of his academic career. At Minnesota, he held a joint appointment in the American Studies Program (where, from time to time, he lectured on the history of city planning) and an adjunct appointment in the Department of Home Economics (where, on occasion, he lectured on the social psychological importance of clothing in everyday life).
In the summer of 1977 (while I was teaching a summer session course at the University of Minnesota and living at the Stone residence), I asked Stone to identify the major conceptual contributions that he had made to the field of sociology. In short order, he came up with the following list:
• nonranked status aggregates; • personalization; • universe of appearance; and • identity.
These concepts embody four distinguishing features of Stone's work; they mark (1) the chronological development of his thought, (2) emerge out of a series of quantitative empirical studies, (3) reflect a continuity of interest in the intersection of social organization and social psychology, and (4) lay down markers that help to identify the larger intellectual problems that he was dealing with and to which these master concepts respond.
Although Stone did not mention it (and thus will not be included in this essay) he regularly gave lectures in undergraduate social psychology classes and in graduate seminars on other ideas and concepts that he did not write about or publish. Most notable, perhaps, is his development of a full-blown theory of motives that built on the earlier contributions of John Dewey (1922), Kenneth Burke (1936), and C.W. Mills (1940) . Although Stone's work extends over many subfields within sociology, my aim here is twofold: (1) to locate each of Stone's concepts in the problemoriented scholarly dialogue from which it arose and (2) to discern the continuity and inner coherence of his work.
NONRANKED STATUS AGGREGATES
Upon arrival at the University of Chicago, Stone came under the wing of Lloyd Warner who, Stone surmised, had been contacted by Stone's Hobart mentor, Leo Srole. Although Warner had an ambiguous (and contested relationship to the department of sociology), he had been conducting a decade-long empirical study of stratification systems in Newburyport, MA, a small, New England community. (The so-called Yankee City Series.) There, Warner had adopted a Weberian (as opposed to a Marxian) approach to the study of societal organization. Whereas Marx (1818À1883) had argued for the precedence of economics (and for the analysis of economic class struggle) over politics and sociability, Weber (1946) , in his penetrating examination of class, status, and party, had argued for the relative autonomy of social, political, and economic institutional orders (and for the analysis of status politics). Following Weber (1864À1920), but ignoring the political and economic side, Warner focused exclusively on status groups and their usurpation and distribution of status and honor as a way of understanding how communities were organized. Based on extensive empirical research, Warner developed a rank-ordered model of social stratification. While he did not pursue an analysis of the structure of political power and economic class in the grand European sense, he did incorporate a hierarchical approach to the development of a model of the social order.
C. Wright Mills (1942) leveled a critique against Warner's work given its neglect of political and economic matters and provoked a dialogue that ensnared Marxists and Weberians alike in a debate over which network of elites (social, political, or economic) controlled the country. Stone and Form (1953) came to the conclusion that the debate was fruitless and that attention should focus on whether Weber's original conception of status group itself was adequate for an analysis of social order and whether it should be tied into an exclusively hierarchical model of that order. Stone's answer was no, on both counts. In general, he believed that a vertical model of any sort, whether of the social, political, or economic, orders was unable to capture the richness, flexibility, and nuance of sociocultural reality and, in fact, had hobbled the development of sociological theory. In particular, he believed that the notion of hierarchically ordered status groups should be replaced by that of nonranked status aggregates.
Stone came to this view after having conducted considerable quantitative empirical research. For example, Stone had used Warner's Index of Status Characteristics in an ongoing six-year study of clothing that began in 1950 and was sponsored by the (then) Michigan State College Agricultural Experiment Station and carried out by members of the sociology and anthropology departments. The research team had used Warner's instrument for describing and discriminating status in a community survey of Vansburg, Michigan, and came up with a very different picture of the social organization of that small, southcentral, county seat of 10,000 than that anticipated by Warner's model. Stone, (Stone, Form, & Strahan, 1954) and his collaborators, did not find a system of vertically ranked status groups, or a community ecology that reflected such a system; rather, they found that the broad middle range of the community had no discernible status reputation at all and that there actually was an ongoing status war at the very top of the community between an old line local elite and an invading horde of newcomers who recently had descended upon the community when the national-level corporations that they worked for located some divisions in a nearby area in order to take advantage of Vansburg's supply of cheap labor. Indeed, the new cosmopolitan elite identified with national-level culture and fashion and began to set trends for the rest of the community. The status war that broke out between the old and new elites reverberated down through the community and made a shamble of what, at an earlier time, may well have been a settled status order (Stone, 1952) . Instead of a vertical order, what Stone found was a configuration that looked like a "Y" that is a community bisected at the top with reverberations reaching down towards the bottom.
To interpret this situation, Stone introduced the concept "status aggregate" and distinguished it from "status groups." He thought it more useful for analysis because, for the large middle range of the population, it did not presuppose either frequency of contact or communality among members but rather occasional, episodic, encounters characteristic of middle-mass, urban society. Nevertheless, status aggregates still refer to agglomerations of individuals who enjoy the same amount and kind of honor in a community and who tend toward a limited degree of social closure or exclusiveness. This distinctiveness, however, comes to them more by default than design; subordinate groups emulate them. Unlike status groups, status aggregates maintain only a loose monopoly over their symbols of distinctiveness so that individuals who are not objectively in the aggregate may appropriate its symbols and thus render them unreliable as indicators of actual social position. People may learn and copy the lifestyle of a status aggregate without being part of it.
In consequence, in the anonymous situations that are typical of an urbanized lifestyle, and now infiltrating small towns and small cities not to mention large ones, the dignity and honor of a status aggregate might be borrowed by those who are not objectively entitled to it. Indeed, individuals may misrepresent themselves and pass without disclosure. This may be taken to the extreme in larger urban communities, where bars, department stores, and other consumer situations provide anonymous stages upon which individuals may assume identities and play roles that are outside their normal, everyday life. (Stone refers to these situations as "status platforms" or "status transformers.") Stone's (1984) research led him to believe that there was more instability than stability in the status arrangements of the average community. He was impressed enough with the phenomenon of status instability that he theorized about three of its possible modes: horizontal competition among groups, vertical polarization between groups, and totally unranked groups. The evidence from his own empirical work led him to elaborate more fully on the last of these where he pointed out that unranked groups usually voluntarily withdraw to a marginal position on the outskirts of a community and hold themselves independent of the appraisals of mainstream groups. They adopt and display esoteric symbols of expressive and intrinsic value, cultivate taste, maintain internal solidarity, and rebuff the intrusion of outsiders. They typically place a higher value on status sentiment than on economic interest and often wind up setting trends and displaying symbols that other groups eventually appropriate. At the extreme, these groups often are the bohemian artists and intellectuals that other groups first revile and then imitate.
Stone's identification of at least three status configurations that either reflect or may precipitate community instability was a self-conscious attempt to counter the conservative image associated with studies of social status as compared to the radical image associated with studies of economic class. He asserted that there are powerful dynamics for change inherent in status conflicts and discrepancies. For example, groups that are unable to achieve an esteemed position in the overall social organization of a community, nevertheless, as Mannheim had suggested, may continue to regard themselves with dignity and solidarity by looking toward a future with the hope of eventual redemption and fulfillment. And, when there is a wide discrepancy between a group's low objective position and its subjective claim to a higher position, the condition exists for what Everett C. Hughes (1949) called "status protest." And this may well produce a powerful challenge to a community's structure. Therefore, while it may be permissible to say that the status arrangements of communities tend toward a structure of hierarchy, it would be a mistake to underestimate the dynamic for change embedded in status instabilities especially in mass, urban environments where anonymity, ethnicity, and race magnify such instabilities.
Stone was quite clear in recognizing, however, that, even at the extreme, status instability and status protest are not the same as À and does not lead to À class struggle. To the contrary, as Thorsten Veblen's (1899) turn-of-thecentury examination of the nature of conspicuous consumption had shown brilliantly, status groups jockey for position through emulation of those above them and exclusion of those below them. And they do this mainly through displays of consumption. People do not so much resent their betters as look up to, envy, and wish to be like them, or, at least, to have some of what they have. And this is the case, perhaps, even more so, with status aggregates.
And this insight was compatible with David Riesman's (Riesman, Glazer, & Denny, R. 1950) mid-century examination of the profound structural transformation of the United States, from a middle-class to a middle-mass society and from an inner-directed, producer-oriented to an other-directed, consumeroriented society. The long-term effects of rapid and pervasive industrialization and urbanization when combined with explosive demographic growth had culminated in a people who had become susceptible to external manipulation and had surrendered to consumerism. What Veblen (1857À1929) had identified as the ornate, consumption rituals of turn-of-the-century elites, Riesman (1909À2002) saw as the animating spirit of middle-mass America.
Based on his own research, and the sociohistorical perspectives provided by Veblen and Riesman, Stone began to envision the specter of a middle-mass society held together in loosely organized status aggregates filled with individuals animated by consumer desires. While he could not turn his back on the data and the findings and was impressed and influenced by the powerful way in which both Veblen and Riesman had dramatized their respective historical epochs, he did not like the specter that was implied and emphatically believed that there was more to be said. For example, if industrialization, urbanization, and population growth had resulted in massification and anonymity, then more than anything else, Stone surmised that this would produce a counterreaction, a quest for personalized relationships, social identity, and a sense of being integrated into one's own community.
